(PLATES 1-6) T 
tectural remains at Ikarion as they are in 1981, comparisons with their condition upon excavation at the end of the 19th century, supplementary descriptions of the remains where necessary, and our own observations. It should be read with Buck's architectural summary at hand,10 and we have reproduced Buck's original sketch plan together with our own actual-state plan (Figs. 1 and 2) .11
THE SITE
The center of the deme Ikarion occupies land on the north side of Mount Pentelikon (Figs. 2 and 3) , sloping down both to the north and to the east in a series of terraces, both natural and artificial or partially artificial. The upper, southwestern one holds on the west the remains of the Pythion (H); the altar (I) and the theatral area lie to the east. To the south and above the terrace runs the 19th-century road used by the excavators of 1888 and above that the modern asphalt road. Below, to the north, the natural slope of the land has been cut by an old road running northwest to southeast, which was evidently responsible for destroying the northeast wall of the Pythion and perhaps much else besides. This old but obviously post-ancient road seems to run to the east of the theatral area. At a still lower level to the northeast lie the Semicircular Monument (A) and Bases B and C, beyond them and lower, Wall E and, lower to the northeast, Building D. As Walls E and F to the northeast and Wall ab of Building G to the southwest seem to define an entrance, this area will be considered first. Walls E and F Wall E, apparently both a retaining and a peribolos wall for the area, is relatively well preserved, presenting an appearance essentially similar to that seen in the 19th century: a well-built stretch of masonry, pierced by at least three openings. The con-12 Buck (1889, p. 176) interpreted this structure as an adjunct to the Pythion, Wall cy forming its west side. The distinct difference in elevation between this building and the Pythion makes it seem highly unlikely to us that Wall cy was a part of Building G. The discovery of the existence of a cross wall might indicate a building facing southeast on approximately the same orientation as the Pythion (perhaps the Temple of Dionysos?). Only more excavation in Building G can clarify its exact nature. struction of this wall is distinctive and deserves further comment. One course is preserved above a well-built euthynteria of variously sized blocks, including some massive ones. The construction throughout is of paired orthostates, dressed on their exterior surfaces and very roughly shaped on the interior, with anathyrosis on the ends. These orthostates are separated by a rubble core. At about 7.5 m. from the western end of Wall E, one of the exterior blocks has fallen outward, giving a good view of the wall construction (P1. 1:b). In certain places shallow supplementary blocks were used to bring the upper surface to a uniform elevation, suitable for the support of a mud-brick wall above.13 The western termination of the wall is clearly indicated by a solid block extending through the thickness of the, wall and finished on all three exposed faces. This block has been set down into the euthynteria block below it, which has been cut to receive it, leaving a stretch of some 0.30 m. of roughly worked stone along the western face of the end block. This is so rough that it must have originally been below ground level.
Building G
To the north, outside Wall E, Buck reported the existence of a "platform".14 As it is now buried under more than 0.55 m. of earth, we were only able to reclear a small section ca. 1.80 x 0.50 m., ca. 0.77 m. below the floor of the western opening in Wall E (P1. 1:c). This floor was revealed to be constructed of rough-hewn plaques up to one meter in length. These are laid up against the massive foundation blocks on either side which appear to continue down below them as a retaining wall. The exact nature of the "platform" at the lower level outside Wall E is unclear; perhaps it was a terrace or passage. There must have been steps or perhaps a retaining wall for a ramp at the west end of the platform as ground level is conjectured to have been just above the base of the westernmost euthynteria block of Wall E.
At two points the openings in the wall at orthostate level are clearly defined by welldressed blocks laid as headers. Their height is less than that of the normal orthostates, for they were once spanned by shallow blocks so as to provide an opening ca. 0.39 m. high on the west and ca. 0.50 m. high on the east (P1. 1:d).15 Furthermore, these two openings are supported by unusually large slabs in the euthynteria course. A third such opening is suggested by a gap in the construction of the euthynteria ca. 2.30 m. east of the easternmost preserved opening, though, to be sure, the evidence is not conclusive.
The most distinctive feature of this wall, and a feature common to most of the stone construction at Ikarion, is the surface treatment of the blocks. A series of many short, vertical chisel cuts forms an over-all pattern of the type known as "furrowed work". Occasional blocks show longer grooves in four or more tiers, closer to what is known as "pointed work", but both types (P1. 4:c) can exist in the same wall. This tooling appears 13 Although there is no definite evidence for the material of the upper portion of Wall E, we believe that it was most likely of mud brick. The method of construction of the extant, masonry portion of the wall, which provides a series of horizontal levels as the wall steps down to the east, as well as the lack of blocks on the site that might be assigned to Wall E, indicate to us that this wall was not completely constructed of stone.
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on both the exterior and interior faces of Wall E, suggesting that the wall was freestanding above the euthynteria. This kind of surface decoration, well liked at Ikarion, is not uncommon. 1 6 Buck found a long pillar (1.708 m. in height) which bears a choregic inscription, resting on Wall F apparently near its junction with Wall E (P1. 2:a, b).17 Despite the proximity of this block to the western end of Wall E and the apparent suitability of its dimensions for a decorative termination to the wall, it is clear that in actuality this pillar was originally situated elsewhere. Three of its vertical faces are smoothly dressed but the fourth, opposite the inscription, shows anathyrosis, while Wall E was in all probability constructed of mud brick above the orthostate course. Furthermore, the lower end of the pillar is finished with a tenon, requiring a socket for which there is no provision at the end of Wall E.
The principal problem concerning Wall E is the use of the openings through the wall. Wall E lies well below the level on which the Semicircular Monument sits, and the whole site sloped from southwest to northeast and east in a series of terraces. While it would obviously be desirable to prevent water from building up behind such a retaining wall, the upper part of which was apparently freestanding, the openings may be perhaps too large and too numerous to have functioned only as drains.
Wall F was considered by Buck as belonging to a "late period".18 While it is clearly later than Wall E, which it abuts, it nevertheless seems to us pre-Roman. The construction, of small blocks relatively carefully laid in mud mortar, is common in ancient Greek practice. The wall may have had some relation to the northern (northwestern) entrance to the site and perhaps originally extended further to the southeast. 
Building D
At the lowest level within the site and abutting Wall E there is a fairly well defined building on sloping ground, Buck's Building D (P1. 3:a).19 Three sides are relatively well defined while the fourth, the south side, has largely disappeared. The west wall is built on a foundation of rubble masonry faced with larger, partially worked stones on the exterior, which supports a course of irregularly shaped blocks finished in furrowed work. Of the five preserved in this part of the building, two blocks, those at either end, appear to extend the entire thickness of the wall. Those between are facing blocks and seem to require similar ones on the interior face of the wall much in the fashion of Wall E. The upper surface of this course manifests polygonal jointing, so clearly an additional course was once present. The north side of the building, not preserved to the same height (Fig. 3, section b-b, right) , is of similar construction but at some points includes much larger stones in the foundations. The east wall now consists only of very large foundation blocks at a lower level, while the foundations of the south wall are preserved only at the corners.
The north wall of Building D is in effect an extension of Wall E which abuts it and which we take to be the northern boundary of the site. For this reason we assume no. entrance on that side of the building. The better preserved construction of the west wall is sufficient to indicate there could not be an entrance there either. It seems to us that the east wall likewise contained no entrance because one approaching from this side is presented with a back view of the Semicircular Monument. The cluster of structures evident to the south of the building (the Semicircular Monument, bases, etc.) strongly suggests that entrance to the building was on the south side, opening to a veritable field of monuments.20
The Semicircular Monument
The most obvious monument on the site is situated to the south of Building D and higher up the slope. It takes the form of a hemicycle built thoughout of marble. Labeling it Monument A, Buck and Merriam identified it as a choregic dedication on the basis of a victory inscription on its architrave, which Merriam at least took as definitely referring to a choregic victory.21 Evidently damaged in antiquity, the monument was at least in part reconstructed to form the apse of the Byzantine church. It has suffered further damage, since the majority of its blocks have fallen to the north, although all these are present and in relatively good condition.
The monument (Fig. 4, P1 The proposed reconstruction of spaced uprights on a level "stylobate" of course brings to mind a theater skene. We believe that, lacking positive evidence of the use of this area as a theater, it would be best to consider it as a "theatral area", recognizing that in a deme center secular activities are just as likely as theatral activities to hlave been carried out in such a space.
Five thronelike seats seem to form a contiguous group (Fig. 6) . Each of the double seats has anathyrosis on one end, while the single seat has it on both sides, and so we would expect these to have formed a group of five. The sixth seat is a round-backed throne. All were apparently once supported by a series of elongated marble slabs, now dumped to one side. Pry holes on the upper surface of one of these slabs seem to correspond to the length of the double seats. The best preserved example, found by the excavators near the church and still in situ, is illustrated in 
The Pythion
Situated immediately to the northwest of the altar, the Pythion is a simple building ca. 11.30 m. long, with a pronaos, cella, and perhaps a narrow adyton (P1. 6:a).26 As now preserved, the building consists of rubble foundations with a few dressed blocks of an upper course on the outer faces of each of the three preserved walls. The exterior faces are finished in pointed work. The southeast end of the temple consisted of two spur walls terminating in antae. The southwestern one is still in situ, preserved to a height of 0.97 m. Its southeastern (outer) surface is treated in furrowed work while the remaining two preserved surfaces are only roughly dressed. The northeastern anta, a fragment of which was apparently still 'n situ in Buck's day (Fig. 1) , is no longer to be found. Its placement can still be determined by the position of the later stele base that was cut to fit around it. The entrance to the building became constricted with time by the insertion of three stelai, two to the southwest and one, that already mentioned, to the northeast.
A rubble foundation wall (eh) bonded to the southwest wall of the building defines the pronaos, providing a space ca. 1.80 m. in depth. The threshold block, inscribed IKapuiJv TiO IivOov,27 in position in Buck's day, has been tipped over and has slid down towards the northwest. Indeed, as a comparison of the two plans shows (Figs. 1, 2 The cella, which measures 6.40 m. deep internally, has also deteriorated since 1888. The northeast side of the central rectangular structure (Buck's altar) has disappeared, while the southeastern slab has fallen to one side. The rear wall of the cella, which bonds with the southwest wall of the temple (at s), extends 1.88 m. and apparently terminates in a cut rectangular block, quite possibly the base of a door jamb. Thus, a passageway would have been provided between the cella and the narrow space, ca. 1.30 m. in depth, which Buck described as an adyton. Interrupting the passage is a large block, nearly square, with a cutting on the top surface apparently intended to receive a stele or other dedication.
Wall cy, extending northwestward from the back wall of the Pythion, was considered by Buck to be the southwest wall of Building G. Its much higher elevation in relation to the walls preserved of Building G to the northeast makes this unlikely. Wall cy is now preserved for a length of only ca. two meters; the remaining 5.00 m. have been obliterated by the construction of the modern retaining wall that limits the site at present on the northwest. Only two blocks are preserved of the southwest face. They are treated with very worn furrowed work and rest on a foundation of small stones, quite unlike the large blocks in the foundations of Building G to the northeast.29
The upper surface of the large foundation block at d is characterized by a roughpicked band ca. 0.30 m. wide running in a northwest-southeast direction. We take this setting bed as clear indication of the now missing north wall of the temple. We are thus able to restore the width of the temple as ca. 7.50 m. (Fig. 7) . It follows that the spur walls at the east end of the temple were of unequal length.
In the wall between pronaos and cella, approximately 1.70 m. northeast of the southwest wall of the temple, there is a block with a smoothly worked surface. As its character is decidedly different from the rubble construction of the rest of the wall, we take this to be the underpinning of the southwestern end of the inscribed door sill, which should be restored to a position approximately 0.40 m. southeast of its present location. If this is its proper location, then the threshold block would have been situated on the axis of the building. It is curious that the outer entrance of the temple is not symmetrically designed. Figure 7 presents a restored plan of the temple based on our observations and on the assumption that nothing else, to the northeast of the existing dedication base, blocked the entrance to the adyton. The building presents a primitive appearance; no exact parallels are known to us except for general similarities to simple and early temples with adyta of one sort or another.30
The central rectangular structure characterized by Merriam as a statue base and by Buck as an altar (t) is particularly interesting (P1. 5:c).31 Its construction of four upright slabs seems to us unsuited to the requirements of a statue base. The slabs, of micaceous schist, are only roughly dressed on the exterior surfaces and loosely joined. One would expect a base for a statue to be constructed of solid blocks and be more finely dressed and of a type of stone less prone to fracturing. One would also perhaps expect the statue of the god to be placed further to the rear of the building.
The structure would not have been as prominent in antiquity as it is today, for the tops of the slabs would have been about level with the threshold block when the latter was in its correct position; the slabs might have supported something at about ground level. 32 An altar is a good possibility. Perhaps it was not the major altar for the god; Altar I to the southeast of the temple could have filled this role, unless it was the altar for the deme. The structure in the Pythion may have been for liquid offerings which would have trickled down through the packed stones reported to have been found inside it when it was excavated.33
The habit of dressing the faces of blocks with vertical grooves has already been mentioned. It should be noted that in this building not only are the preserved wall blocks 148-151, p. 150, fig. 130 ). 31 Buck, 1889, p. 175, and note 18. 32 An omphalos, the symbol of the god, apparently found in all sanctuaries of Apollo, comes to mind first, but there is no evidence for an omphalos at Ikarion. so treated but also smaller blocks used in the foundations. An example of this can be seen in the foundations for the rear wall of the Pythion (P1. 5:d). The temple as we have it, then, should be contemporary with most of the stone construction on the site and probably dates no earlier than the 4th century B.C. 34 Fallen tiles and mud-brick detritus along the southwest wall indicate that the original excavators merely traced the walls and apparently did not clear out the entire building. Excavation here might clarify the feature labeled q, described by Buck simply as "an insignificant wall," and might in fact uncover evidence for the earlier shrine that must have existed on the site. 
